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- RM reimbursement publications are mainly in clinical journals although reimbursement might be considered primarily an SHS or Economics topic.  This may be linked to the overall 
numeric domination of clinical publications compared to SHS or economics publications, or to the interest of medical practitioners and researchers in scenarios for clinical 
translation.  

- While the question of RM reimbursement was often considered generally, where specific disease areas are targeted, it corresponded to those in which RM is closer to or already in 
the clinic: Skin and respiratory disease, haematological and orthopaedic and neurologic and ophthalmologic diseases.  

- Two journals (Journal of Market Access and Policy and Value in Health) and two publishers (Elsevier and Universities as a group) seem to be the most active on the topic of RM 
reimbursement. 

- These results provide an up to date picture of the evolving landscape of publishing  on reimbursement in regenerative medicine that can inform stakeholders studying this issue. 

While regenerative medicine (RM) has become an increasingly very active field, the question of RM reimbursement is emerging as one of its key issues. Publications can be regarded as 
providing a data resource for describing the characteristics of such emerging field as they are performative: they not only ‘say’ things but they also shape the future. We can approach 
published texts in the RM field as entities whose institutional authors, content, aims and methods can be mapped and interrogated. Our quantitative analysis of 2015-targeted 
publications addressed questions including: In which types (journals, book chapters, books, thesis or other kinds of publications) of publications is reimbursement of RM considered? In 
which field of research (clinical, SHS, economics, public health, business, other) is reimbursement of RM considered? In which clinical areas is reimbursement of RM considered? Are 
there dominant journals? Is reimbursement of RM considered by few publishers only or many? What is the UK position and authorship in these publications?  

 

Google Scholar (GS) was chosen as most relevant for the purposes of this research, following review of options. GS is interdisciplinary and met our supposition that publications on RM 
reimbursement will be found in various fields of research, and probably more in social and human science (SHS) or economics. GS also is not confined to peer- reviewed articles, and it 
is free to use and thus accessible beyond academia. We supposed transparency and thus wider accessibility are key aspects of RM’s reimbursement politics. This study is based on a 
deep quantitative analysis of targeted publications identified from a previous study: “Reimbursement topics in the publications landscape of regenerative medicine: a quantitative 
analysis”. Out of 182 publications found in February 2016,  removing supplicates and inspecting studies for relevance to RM resulted in a working material of 50 publications. These 50 
publications have been classified to distinguish the various research fields they come from for each type of publications: Journals, books chapters, books, thesis and other types of 
publications.  

- Publications related to RM reimbursement are mainly found in journals (74%; N= 37/50), 
especially in public health (100%; N= 4/4), clinical (95.7%; N=22/23) and economics 
(75%; N= 3/4), showing the predominance of the journal format in these disciplines. 
However, the sharing of publications between journals, books’ chapters, books, doctoral 
dissertations, and other types of publications is much more balanced in SHS and 
business fields. The clinical and economic areas have a similar sharing of publications 
types regarding RM reimbursement: mainly journals (95.7 % for the clinical area and 
75% for the economics area) and few in book chapters (4.3 % (N= 1/23) for the clinical 
area and 25% (N= 1/4) for the economics area). In the public health area 100% (N= 4/4) 
publications on RM reimbursement are in journals. On the other hand, the business 
discipline is an exception, with no publication in journals and more equally represented 
(together with the SHS area) across other formats of publications. 

- One of our first suppositions has been verified in that publications related to RM 
reimbursement are found in a range of different fields of research. However, the 
dominant field is not SHS (28.0%; N= 14/50) nor economics (8.0%; N= 4/50) but is 
clinical (46.0%; N= 23/50); public health being more or less equivalent to economics 
(8.0%; N= 4/50) and business (10.0%; N= 5/50). Thus, the questions of RM 
reimbursement are being formulated mainly in clinical and SHS disciplinary publications. 

- Reimbursement of RM is also considered by a wide range of different journals. Indeed, 
83.7% (N= 31/37) appeared in separate journals across all fields. Nevertheless, the public 
health and economics fields appeared as significant exceptions with 75% (N=3/4) of public 
health articles published in the “Journal of Market Access and Policy”, and 66.7% (N=2/3) of 
economics journals’ publications published in the “Value in Health” journal . 

Number of different journals to be divided by the number of journal publications.  

- A wide spread of publishers was also evident, though this was slightly less true for 
journals where there are 64.9% (N= 24/37) different publishers compared to 100% for 
books’ chapters (N= 6/6), books (N=2/2), thesis (N= 4/4) and other publications 
(N=1/1) (See Annex 5 Table 6).  

- Four publishers shared 52% (N=26/50) of RM reimbursement publications, and 
Elsevier and universities covered the widest range of different fields (4): clinical, SHS, 
economics and public health for Elsevier, and clinical, SHS, economics and business 
for universities.  

- Most other publishers were specific to one or two fields.  

Different 
publishers 
in 

Clinical SHS Eco Public 
Health 

Business Total 

Journals 14/22 63,6% 6/8 75% 2/3 66,7% 2/4 50% N/
A 

24/37 64,9
% 

Book 
chapters 

1/1 100% 2/2 100% 1/1 100% N/A 2/2 100% 6/6 100% 

Books N/A 1/1 100% N/A N/A 1/1 100% 2/2 100% 

Thesis N/A 3/3 100% N/A N/A 1/1 100% 4/4 100% 

Other N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/1 100% 1/1 100% 

  Clinical SHS Eco Public 
Health 

Busines
s 

Total 

Publications 
in different 
journals 

19/22 86,3% 8/8 100% 2/3 66,7% 2/4 50,0% 0/0 0% 31/37 83,7% 

  Number of articles N= 22 Total N=23 

General 10 45,5% 10 43,5% 
Haematological 2 9,1% 3 13,0% 
Neurologic 1 4,5% 2 8,7% 
Skin 3 13,6% 3 13,0% 
Respiratory 3 13,6% 3 13,0% 
Gastroenterological 0 0% 0 0% 
Orthopaedic 2 9,1% 2 8,7% 
Cancers (other than blood) 0 0% 0 0% 
Ophthalmologic 1 4,5% 1 4,3% 
Cardiovascular 0 0% 0 0% 
Total 22 100% 23 100% 

  Clinical  SHS Economics Public 
Health 

Business Total 

Journals 22 95,7% 8 57,1% 3 75% 4 100% 0 0% 37 74,0% 
Books 
Chapters 

1 4,3% 2 14,3% 1 25% 0 0% 2 40% 6 12,0% 

Books 0 0% 1 0,1% 0 0% 0 0% 1 20,0% 2 4,0% 
Doctoral 
Dissertations 

0 0% 3 21,4% 0 0% 0 0% 1 20,0% 4 8,0% 

Other 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 20% 1 2,0% 
Total 
Publications 

23 46,0% 14 28,0% 4 8,0% 4 8,0% 5 10,0% 50 100% 

- Within clinical articles publications most were generalist medical journals (45.5%; N= 
10/22).  

- When specific disease areas were the focus, skin and respiratory diseases had 
received most attention (13.6% each; N= 3/22), followed by haematological and 
orthopaedic (9.1% each; N= 2/22), and finally neurologic and ophthalmologic diseases 
(4.5% each; N= 1/22).  

- Clinical publications that relates to RM reimbursement had not targeted important 
fields such as cardiovascular, gastroenterological and cancers other than blood 
diseases.  


